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aumbers of land forces and their equipment
repeated in World War I and II and the Korean conflic
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and cost far less in Amevican 1ives and dollars.
resulted in acquisition of the

(FDLS) concept. Although the FDLS would have greatly enhancad
sealift capability, it was defeated in Congress.
. |analysis of numerous xeports of Congressional hearings,
1ished in military and trade journals, the events and pre
to the defeat of the FDLS are presented as a case study.
lessons should have been learned from the’EQkS experience:
ners must insure that new military concep?% have Congressional
before extensive resources are committed t

such projects; and
which require the adoption of unproved innoyat
ment techniques should not be pursued too quickly.

Faced with a sericus short-fall in strateglic ass
prudent for the US Axrmy to attempt to revitalize, expand
previcusly proven Foreward Floating Depot (FFD) concept i

especlally in &sic

u the

CLASSIFICATION: Unclassif ied
TITLE:  The Birth and Death of the Fast Deployment Logistics Ship (¥DLE):

Trne {nability of US strategic mobility resources to rapidly deploy large
to overseas battle areas was

t, ; Had the US

possessed this capability, those wars would bave probably been won sooner
“Zhe lessons learned

niable C-141 and C-5A airlift resources and,
in the early 1960's, in the birth of the Fast Deployment Logistics Ship

US strategic

Through a review and

and articles pub-

gsures which led

Two distinct
military plan-

support
programs

ive management and procure:
Since the death of the

FDLS program in 1969, no new or equivalent program has been initiated.
ets, it would appear

and employ it's

interim,

e
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PREFACE

This paper was produced in response to % request made by the
Chief of Staff, US Army, which asked the gtudent body, US Army
War College, 1aas of 1972, %o contribuie material fo¥ posai’b.h
uge dnd inclusiva in a majcr Arny study project, The objective
of the project is to Jdentify the missfons and taoks of the US
Army 42 the 1570%s, In consnpance with. that objective, thin
papax, throughn c<-ge study uvethodology, traces the efforts and
failures of the kennedy and Johnson administrations to erhance

U$ strategic sealift capabiliity. Implications of the failure of
these efforts to the US Army in the 1970%s and to the Nation,
perticularly within intergretations. of the Nixon Doétrine, are
discugized and analyzed.

iii.-
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUGTION
BACKGRCUNE

Four major waxs have been fought during the 20th Centuvy which
reguired the overseas depioyment of large numbers of US Army
personnel and military eyuipment. Once deployed, a high-volume and
continous loglistic chain was required to support the units with
food, ammunition, repair parts, replacement personuel and new
equipuant. These four wars; World War I, World War II, rthe Korean
Conflict, and the Vietnam War, have all shared the following
logistice/seallfr scensrio:

The primary mcans by which large numbexs of US
Army persornel and their equipment are deployed
overseas, and thelr logistic support maintained,
i3 through US sealift resources.

US military seasift resources are available
primarily from the US government operated
Military Sea Transport Service (MSTS)1l; from
foreign fiag shipping which is under US controlj;
frem subsidized and nen-subsidized US flag
shipping; snd from the National Defensz Reserve
Fleet. (The bulk coming from the latcer two
sources during times of milirzary emecrgency.)

Active US sealift r:sources have bheen inadequate
to sustaln iogistic support of US forces during
the four major confllicts. Activation of regercve
fleet ships has bzen necessary ¢o augment avtive
Tegonrees .

While TS serlift rajources have been able to
respond adequately to militsry charter needs
when cuffici{eat strategic warning or build-up
tize existed, they have not been able to respond
adejuabtely %o a no~varaiag, imacdizte aead =situa-
tion,
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The inability of US sealift resources to respond quickly to
emergency military needs has been recognized by military planners
since World War 1. Eiforts to develop a more responsive capsbility
did not begin seriously, however, until the mid-1950's. The issue
was forced by a combination of tha logistic/seglift lessons learned
during World War II and the Korean conflict; and the recognition
by military and civilian planners elike that strategic warning or
build-up time available to the US in future waxs would probably
be/fnr less than in previnus wars. Hence, a series of experiments
and studies were\undertaken by thc Army, the Navy, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (J0S), and the Department of Defense (DOL) to develop a
rapid geaslift/afrlift capability in the US. These efforts reached
enlmination in the mid-1960's wiih ti.e DOD-sponsored programs for
acquisition of the C-5A car;c transport airrraft, and the Fast
Deployment Logistics Ship (FDLS).

The concept for employment of the C-54 was acceuntable to the
US Congress, funding obtained, and procurement action teken. As
a result, the C-5A aircraft is currently in the iuvventory of the
US Air Force. The FDLS, however, did not fare asz well. Although
the FDLS concept was initially accepted by Congress and design
funding obtained, the program found itself subjected to increasingly
intensive criticism fron industrial, maririme and Congressicnal
sovrees in succeding years. Finally, during hearings on ¥Y 1969

military appropriations, procurement of the FDLS way ‘ormally

disapproved by Coungressional action.

2
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THRE PROBLEM

Although the FDLS concept is currently a dear issue, no new
or comparable program exists which will provide a xapid sealift
capabllivy for the deployment of US Army personnel aad egquipment.
In the event of a major overseas conflict inm which Army forces
will be requivred to participate, thelr deployment will be con-
strained by a logistic/sealift scenario similar to that described

eariier for the frar major 20th Century conflicts In which the

Army parc¢icipated.

INVESTICATIVE PROCEDURES

Most of the issues and hiztorical data associated with this
caie study hava been well documented in material available at the
Army War College Library. Mo problems with security limitations
were encountered. While the library was the primary source of
researvir material, two trips were mode to Washington, D. C, to
cc Auct: informal interviews with officers in the Navy Department
who were knowledgeable with developments as they occurred in the
FDLS program; and who are currently knowledgeable with on-going
programs which could lead to the enh2ncement of US sealift cap-
abilitisg through the modernization and expanglon of maritime

foxrces.

Two documents, Congresasioual commirtez hearing reports i.R.
9240, Ho., 8 (March-April 1967); and 8. 329% (Fabruary-Maxch 1968),

containzd the bulk of primsry research material necessary to

[




complete this case study. Other library materials whbich proved

useful and from which items of research data were obtained

¥

1nclude: Vavrious issuss of the magazines Arav, Armed Forces

Management, Marine Coxps Gazette, Naval War College Review, US

Naval Institute Jroceedings, and Military Review; and research

papers completed by former students of the Army War College,

ORGANIZATION OF THE CASE STUDY

This paper is organized in six chapters to provide the
reader with:

A broad overview of the rationale supporting
development of the militvary requirement for a
rapid sealift capability in the U¢,

A de.cription of the FDLS as conceived and how
it wou.d be employed.

The ge. 2sis of the FDLS concept from initial
Army experximents, service and DOD studies, and
Presidential guidance; through the design, con-
tractual and productiorn innovations which helped
to signal its defeat.,

The arguments agalnst the FDLS which were voilced
by th- shipbuilding industry, maritime and
gbipping interests, and finally by the Congress.

The causes of defeat of the FDLS program and the
lessons learned, and finally, a discussion of
the implications of che current sealift shert-
falls teo tue Netion and the US Army.
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Renamed Military Sealift Command (MSC) ia 1970.
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CHAPTER 1II

THE FDL3 COHCEPT

THE MILITARY REQUIREMENT

In supporting the FDLS councept, General Harold K. Jjohnson, Chief
of Staff, US Army, testified before the Comittee on Armed Services
of the House of Representatives on 13 March 1967 that the United
States hac suffered seriously during past nilitary operations frow
a lack of rapld deployment capability for land fortes. He also
rveferred to the then current JCS and DOD pesition that:

« . »the best strategy lies in a combination of

measures involving some forward deployments to-

gether with a central zaserve, all of which is

mobile, aad some of which ie capable of very

rapid deploymeat.
US strategic cbjectives which, General Johnsoa stated, would have
been gerved by this new capébility for early and rapid response by
substantiel military forces were twe-fold: £irst, the deterrence
af apgression; znd second, the limitation of aggression in form,
locale, and duration i1f it were not possible to deter it campletely.l

Thus for the 1970's, VS military planners envisioned the avail-
ability of 8 sorely needed new dimenzion to stratégic aobilicv-~-a
sealift capability fo rapidly deploy combat-ready aud fully-equipped
Arny forces. The rapld sealift provided by the FDLS would complets
the stravegic mohility conceptual luop whilch consisted of pre-—

positiopad souipmenta overseas, well trained Army ualts fa CONUS,

aund the rapid airiift prnvided by Air Force C-141 and C-54 alrcrafe.
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High~speed PDL ships, preluaded with heavy Army equipment and necessary

supporting supplies, and deployed iw forward areas could, within hours

or 2 few duvs. be positioned in a military trouble spot and gulckly

“
ey w— LAY

off~load a1l eguipment to waiting Army percsonnel who had been flown
to the gcane from CORUS via rapld alrlift.

This strazeéic mobility concept which General Johnson presented

*r the Housz Committce on Armed Sarvices in 1967 reiterated the

B s A S Rk, L W e RS Y

military requirement for procurement of the FDLS which DOD had

g established during 1965-66. Generai ccncurrence in the FDLS concept

? had been established among high level civilizn and military executives
and planners within the Department of Defense and tﬁe individual
services, In addition, Presidential support was known to be strong

for developmentc of an luproved rapid US sealifr capa'bility.2

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FDLS

A e S b MO 401 A, N = 0N S

nique desizn concepts esbodies in the FDL ship were specified-
by the Departrents of the Army and Navy, and were stated té the
Congress on 16 February 1963 by General Jobusou as follows:
Large humidity controlled holds specially con-

figured for the long term stowage of Army heavy
equipment (up to three years),

A sustained speed of abt least 24 kuots.

R Vi

A Lift capaciiy of about 12,000 short tons of
vheeled ard tracked vehicles—-the egnivalent
of anproximately geveu Victory-type ships.

An off~loading copability for both nver-thuz-
beach and dockside, )

-
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Facilities which permitr the transfer of troops
and material from the ship by either nelicopter
or enmbarked lighterage.

Facilities for the rolling-on ox rolling-off

of Army vehieles and flying-on or off of Army

aircraft in s combat ready vondition.

0f the three companies which submitted desigus for the FDLS in

response to contract invitations, Litton Industries was selecred
after its proposals were evaluated the most attractive, Had the
new xapid ssalift program contiaw 4 on aceording to plaa, Litton
weuld have built & fleet of 30 rul ships with essentially the
following characteristics and capabilities:

Over~all length 855 feaet.

Beam-104 feet (within limits to permit transit
of Fanema Canal).

Drarft-28 feet.
Displacement~40,400 tons.
Speed-25 knots.
Endu?ance—s,gﬂa miles.

Propulsion system-60,000 s.h.p. geared steam
tucbine, twin screv.

Over the beach capability--complete "fly-oun, fly-
off, roll-on, roli-off" capebility. All modes

of cargo movement and handling could be conducted
simultanecusly withont interfersace via helo pads,
three sideports, a sterm ramp, and rotating cranes.
Helo and lighterage iarvergral teo the ship. (Bote:
this would not have represented an asssault cap-
ability as compared to US Marine Corps capability
utilizing amphiblous shippiug).

Unlozding time--10 to 12 houcs in a secure port
area; 20 zo 24 hours over the beach.

gt IR
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Eavitvnucntal contzol--relative humidity could
be lowered from 98 percent to 40 percent within
seven days and maintain between 35 and 44 per-
cent:. Stowage of materizl in a controlled
atmoephera for perlods of up to three yeacs.

In the area of 1lift capabilitles, 12 FDL sl:ips could have
moved the equipment of & full infantry divisiou. (Thirty three
of the largeet commercial ships now being built would be required
for such a Jift. These 33 ships would be gpeed limited to 20 knots,
have no dehumidifier environmental controls, nor an integral
lightexr/helo on-load/off-ioad capability). Four FDL ships could have
moved the equipment of an iufantry division with 15 days of supply
and an initial load of fuels and lubricants. Eight FDL's could have

ifted an arnmorad division with 60 percent of its support units, 15
days of supply, and an iﬁitial lnad of fuels and lubricants.

The FDL ships were not designed as combatant vessels, therefore.
they would have had a minimum of self defense capabillity against ailr,
surface, or submarine attack. They wculd have been crewed by
civiiian MSTS personnel with & detachment of Army maintenance
personnzl embarvked to carry out routine maintenance on the Army
equipment loaded abosyd. On~-lvading and off—loading'operations

would have been primarily an Army function with specizl augmenting

detaile being embarked when such operations were to be conducted.
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OPERATIONAL MODES

In antlcipation of veried rapid sealift requivements that couid
develop by changing strategic demands during the 20 to 30 year life
span envisionad for the FDLS, the Chief of Naval Qperatlops and the
Chief of Staff, US Army, in April 1%66, formally sgreed upon IDLS
oparational concepts. The two Chiefs did not envision the total
FULS fleet of 30 ships being routilnely deployed to distant areas,
but saw them as employed in a combination of the following four
operational modes:

Loaded and deployed in & forward area.

Loaded and ready to deploy from a CORNUS port:

Partially loaded and in an overseas port.
Partially loaded and im 2 CONUS port.>

The f£irst operational mode would have provided the shortest
respenge time to veact to an overseas crisis. FDL ships operating
in this mode from the Subic Bay, P.-I. area for example, could
have been positioned off the South Korean coast within 2-3 days
in respomse to an erruption of hostilities without warning between
Nortu and South Korea. FDL3's operating in the second mode could
have arrived ir the same arez 8.2 dsys aftar departing a west
coagt CONUS port. An analysis conducted of reaction time and
availability of the typical conventicnal merchant sﬁip of the 1970'2
uvader this scenario indicates that such a zhip would arrive off the
coast of Soutn Forea 43 doys ufter it was asgigned the missliea. The
ghip would be a 20 knot cargu carrier with no over-the-bench

capability 2nd haviang =z payload of epproximately 2,500 ghort tons

10
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when carrying Army divigion equipment., Charvter aequisition of thia
type of ship, off-loading its curran: cargo, and reloading it with
Army equipment would take an estimated 30 days of thes total 43

6 In the third

required :o‘becqme avallable in Scuth Koresan waters.
operational mede, FEL ships would have been partially /oaded with
ammuniticn, fuel, and other suppiies in su overseas port., While
not as responsive as the first mode, the concept envisioned FDL
ghips being in or near overseas ports which were deslgnated for out-
Yoading of Army equipment within 24 hours. Thus, reaction time
would have been fastexr than in the second mode with filly loaded

FDLS's in CONUS ports.’

In the fourth operationel mode, FDLS's would have been partially

‘loaded as in mode three but in CONUS poerte. The least responsive of

the four modes, it would, hewever, have provided the greatest
flexibility iu arce employment and mix of equitment for loading. The
ships would have been kept iIn ciose praximity to outloading ports

and comecnced loading their Army equipment witiin 24 hours .8

11
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CHAPTER I1
FCOTNOTES

1. US Congress, House, Conmittee oun Armed Services, Hewriugs
on Military Posture and A Bill (H.R, 9240), beforz the Cormnittee on
Armed Services, House of Reprecentatives, 90th Cong., lst segs., 1967,
pp. 578-580 (heresfter zcferred to as House, H.R. 9240%).

2. Graemea M. Taylor and Rebert H. Rea, "Concept Formulation~
A Caae Study in Weapons System Acquisition,™ Perspectives in Defense
Hanagement (May 1967). p. 32.

3. US Congress, Senate, Comeittee on Armed Services, Authiraiza-
tion for Military Procurement, ®esearch and Development, Fiscel Year
1963, snd Resexrve Strength, Hedrings, before the Committee on Armed
Services. Unitec States Zenate, on S. 3293, 90th Cong., 2nd sess.,
1958, . 558 (hereaftzr xeferred to as "Seaate, S, 3233").

4. Richard L, Madhouse, LCDR, "The FDL Surfaces Again,”
Unized Stares Naval Institute Proceedings (June 1268), p. 5°.

5. Ibid., p. 35.

¢. Edward L. Ramsey, Col, “Fast rnloyment Logistics Ships,"
wullitexy Review (Jsouary 1968), pp. 60-ul.

7. Ibid., p. 61.
8. Ibic.
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CHAPTEE. III

GENESIS AND DEVELOPMINT OF THE FDL CONCERT

LESZ0ONS OF H1STORY

T A P AT IO T SR 03 o O A

When Cenaral Johncon testified before the House Armed Services

Committee on 13 March 1967 in support of the FOL cuncept, his state-

>

uwent that the US hac suffered seriously from & lack of capability

to rapidiy deploy land forces was accompsnied by specific examples:

w28
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In the early phass:s of World War II, we were
unable to respond to the Japanese, who quickly
rolled over most of SE Asia ani the Western

Yacitic. Thousands of casualtles would no doubt

have been avoided had we been 2ble to occupy
New Guinea, for instance, before the Japsnese.
I personally felt very keenly cur Inability
to reinforce the Philippines early in the warl

Nine yesss lster our intital deployment to
Korea vas wade possible only by the presence
of troop it a nearby base in Japan. The lift
force was assenbled from old LSTs in Japan,
some Japanes: and MSTS shipping, and the one
Lir Force Troop larrier wing then stationed
there. The movement of the first battalion
task force to Xorea on 1 July 1950 hzad to he
aceomplished with only six £-54s while the
remainder of the 24th Infantry Division

moved by water during the following eight days.
It took almost two months (56 daya) after the
outbreak of hostilities to close the Second
Infantry Division From the US to Korea. In
coptrast to this warformance, once we have
acquirad and pesitivned ¥FDL's and £-5A's, we
are confident that ve can close a division in
Kerea, plus supporting units whose total
strengiths 2xceeds thet of the division dtself,
in Jess then two weals.

In the summer of 1858, the erisis in Lebanon
found our air sud sealifc forees inadsquate

13
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to mount quickly a show of force from tha United
Sratas., Naither the Air Force nor the Navy had
the necessary rapid 115t capsbilities, and on
these the Army waa {bsolutely dependent for
strategic mobllity.:

These cbservations made in 1967 by the Army Chief of Staff
achoed gimiler warnings which fiad been made by many bigh ranking
military officerp duriog snd after World War II. It was not

nnill che late 3950's and early 1960's, however, that any significant

sction was begun to overcome this strategic deficit. During thatc

tine frame, the exegutive and legislative brarches of the govern-

LR

ment and many military journalists and historians went on record }

supporting the acquisition of a vimble US rapid sea and air lift

capability.

FORVARD FLOATING DEEOT (FFD) GONCEPT

The idea of oreposicioning Army equipment in zhips was neot an

outgrowth of FDLS studiss., The Army considered the concept as

early as 1953 while studying the sealift short-ful. problems ihat

had exizted during the Koream rconflict. It vemained dormant, howevar,

T e e o e e e b A o e kg

ir. an "(dea" statuz until 1961. At that time, the Forward Flosting

Depot program wes approved by the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) and

) the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). Under this program, three World War
II "Wictury" ships were specislly configured for the long-teimm stovage
of ha2avy Army egulpment under controlled humidivy condicions, In
Janusxy 18964, while fully lcaded and st anchor in Subie Bay, P.I.,

the r wponse of the thrse FFD’3 and serviceability of thelr <..ed

- 14
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equipnment was tested by the Army during a logisties exzercise called
"Qulck Releasse.”™ The highly successful results of the sxercise
proved the concepiusl viability of atloat prepositicuing of Army
equipment.2 In parwvicular, the exersise pointed out specific
advantages that conld pe gained {f Jrmy equipmentk was‘prepositione&
in a ship such as raw FOL whlch was d&aigna& for that purpcse., A4
copparison of performance and capabilities between one F¥D during
exercise "Quick Release® and‘that of one FDL based on its design

characteristics 1s as followa:

Performsnce D ¥DL
Speed 12-15 kunots 25 knots
Load 2,400 sbort tons " 10,000 short tons
On~-load 6 days 48 hours
Off~load in port 48 héuru 16 hours
0ff-load over the

beach No capability 20 hours
Roll~un roll-uff No capsbility Full capability
Fly-on fly-off Ho capability Full capability

On-board fuelling
und vehicle
activation No capsbility Full capability3

PRESIDENT KENNEDY'S GUIDANCE

The US military alrlift and seslift capabilicies which existed
in 1561 were faconsistent with the national policy programz of
President John F, Kennedy., His evslestion of international treaty

cornitrents and his expressed concern over the need for greater
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US strateric mobility sparked the ceaceptuel programs which Jollowed.
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The guidance he gave on 23 July 1961 left no deubt in the minds of
strategic planners as to the tasks which confronted them:

Wa must have gea and airliit capable of moving
- our forces gquickly aongd in large nmshers to any
parz of the world. . .More importantly we n=ed
the capability of placing in any critical area
at the appropriate time a force which, combined
with those of our allies, 1s large enough to
make clear our determiration and ability to
deferd our rights at all cocsts--and to meet
all levels of aggression preasure with whatever
levelr of force are required. We intend to
have s wider choice than humiliation or all~
out nuclear action,

B N T T T R M ™ o™ A~V W e ~ sy -
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Toe President's message was clear. Ultimately, as a result

off the impetus he gave to the sea and airlift programs, the C-5A

was developed and procured, and the FDLS concept was bonn.

DOD, JGS AND SERVICE STUDIES

Inmediately following President Kennedy's 25 July 1961 guidance,
Sexretary of Defense McNamara directed the JCS and 3ll the wilitary
services te develop concepts and submit recommendations for the
accomplighmenc of the President's sezlift/airlift objectives. The
alrlift element wes given iumediate priority which resulted in the
accelerated developnent and procurement of the Lockheed C-141 aiv
trangport. During the three years which followed, the FFD concept
viag tried and tested, and xmumerous studies were conductad within
the major “ranches of the DGO which addressed the sealift/elrlifc

rroblem. These studles preduced a full-spectrum pmilitary analysis

%

16

L R VP IN

e ey

2
Slo s L

P

T vt it e e

-

A u B e me e o

LT o et e




of projected sealift/aizrlift foxce requirements including identifica-~
tion and definition of performance and capacity parameters of needed
ghivs and alrcraft; employment and deploymwent concepts for these
ships and aircraft; and the logistic interfacing that was envisioned
between the Army, Af{r Force, Navy, and maritime lift capsbilitfes.
Prepositioning of Avmy supplies end equipment both overseas and in
CCNUS was a keir element of the projected seslifi/airlift program.

Two major DOD programs resulted from the sealift/airlift studies.
The first involved airlift and reccmmende¢. to the President and the
Congress that the plenned C-141 foxce be nltim&tely reduced and that
the C-5A Galaxy aircraft be developed and procured in its stead.
This recommendation was quickly approved ln 1965 and the President's
airlift objectivc moved forward towards attainment.

The second major DOD program introduced the ¥DLS concept and
the attainment of a rapid seulift capability. The wallspring of
this DOD program and the FDLS concept car. be traced f:o the US
Navy sponsored study entitled, 'Logistic Support of Land Forces
(LOGLAND) ," conducted in 1964, This study analyzed the feasibility
of marrying strategic sealift and airlift foress o put Army equip-
ment and troops anywhere in the world where needed within hours cr
& few days. The concept enviaioned high-speed shlpé which were
preloaded with heavy Army equipwent, deploying te a military "hot
spot" and quickly off-loading thelr equipment to waiting combat
troops who had been flown to the area by strategic alrlift forces.
The acceptance by DOD of the shallft concept contalned in the

LOGLANR study signalled the biyth of the FDIS.
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INITIAL DOD PROPOSALS AND CONGRESSTONAL ACTIONS

Following acceptance of the sealift concepts recowncaded in
the LOGLANE study, & joint Army-Navy follow-on study was undertaken
to refine operational concepts and to develop FDLS design char-
acteristice based on projected ship performance requirements., In
April 1966, after two years of inteneive effort, the Chief of Naval
Operations and the Chief of Staff, US Army formally agreed on FDLS
deaign characteristics and operaticnal conceptsys

In 1965, after preliminary FDLS design characteristics and
operational concepts had been developed, but before completion of
the joint Army-Navy fnllow-on study, the DOD proposed ito the
President that funds be made avallable for contractusl design
regearch and construction of two FDL ships. This proposal was
approved by tha President and endorsed by the Congress. F[unds
totaling $67.€ million were authorized by Congress for construction
of the two FDLS'’s in the FY 1966 Defense Appropriations et b

In August 1965, subsequent to Congressional approval and
funding of the two-ship procurement program, SECDEF appreved a new
Navy-developad ship deaign and constructiov concept. The plamned
FDLS program was, in the SECDEF's judgement, particularlv sultable
tfor application of this cancept. Therefore, he decided to delay
expendituce of the authorized FDLS funds to permlf: the construction
of the two ships concurrently with a larger FDLS procureuent

contract. In reviewing and sapporting thege developments, Secretary
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of the Navy (SECNAV) Paul H., Nitze testified before the House Armed
Services Committee on 13 March 1967 that:
The relatively simple FDL ships were selected
as especlally awpropriate for the first applica~
tion of certain of these procedures. Accordingly,
it was decided to delay contracting for the two
gships already spproved and for which funds had
been sppropriasted until they could be incorporated
into a comprehensive plan for ac¢uisition of ail
the requisite chips under a "total package"
contract.,

During this game testimony, Mr. Nitze reminded the Congress
that at the timr the deciaion had beep wmede to delay contracting
for the first two FDLS's, a formal DOD request had been wmade to
the Congress for the use of $10 millioo in research and development
funds in order to carry out FDL “contract definition." The request
wag approved by Congress and the funds earmarked in the Defense
Appropreation Act 1964 Supplemental»8

Thus, the FDL5 concept had been accepted and favorably endorsed

by the Congress ir. vhelr calendar year 1965 deliberations and

decisione on the FY 1966 military budget.

THE TOTAL PACKAGE CONCEPL

The concepts cmbodied in the new approach to ship design and
construction which the SECDEF approved in Avgust 1965 were envisianed
ae having application to the procurement of all major military weapoas
aystem of the future. The FDLS program, representing the newesat
propoaed sajor wcapons gystem at the time, was, therefore, selected

to serxve as the prototype for the new procurensnt concept.9

19

e At diman e T~ pey maeh v aan o




Introduction of the new corncept for the development and
construction of thia wespons system required the adoption by
industry, as well as the military, of revolutionary ne: management
technigques, For the militery, these techniques involved the conduct
and refinement, during all phases of the weapons system procurement
cycle, of studies and analyses to insure that sound cost~effectiveness
criteria were being mey  For industry, thesge techniques centered
around a ney three-part weapons system planning and procurement
procedure identified by the terms, "Concept Formu.arion”, "Contract
Definition", and "Total Package Procurement". 0

Concepx: Formulation had its formal beginning in October 1965
after the SECDEF approvéd the total package contract proacurement of
the FDOLS. At that time, SECNAV established an ¥DL Ship project in
the Navy Depavtumeut and appcinted RADM Nathan Sonenshein as the FDLS
Project Managar and Program Director. RADM Sonenshein assumed
responsibility for the overall ccordinetion of the three-part pro-
curement program, and more specificslly, for determining the best
amongst FDLS operational, performance and design characteristicsi
and the most attractive production, operation and maintenance costs.ll

During the Concept Formulatiou phase of the three-paxt FDLS
procurenent program, cbjectives were accomplished lavgely within the
Navy Departuent with the assistance of the DOD and the Department of
the Army. This phase reached its apex in April 1966 wien the joint
Army-ilavy follow-on study on the FDLS was completed and all pre-

liminery steps in the Concept Formulatlon phase had been sccomplished.

Theae included:
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Arny Navy and DOD concurrence with the FDLS
concept.

Final definition of broad mission and per-
formance perameters.

Determinetion thut goals could be met through
an engineering rather than an cexperimental
axproach, '

Conpletion of selected trade-off analyses.
- Compilation of evidence that the FDLS system
wo?ld be cost-effective and that iiaired
deiivery schgdulea were feasible.

Industry’'s first formal involwement in the new procurement
nrogram took place during the final stages of Concept Formulaticn
in December 1965. At tnat time, an unclassified public briefing
was held in Washinéton, D. C. which presented to more than 800
industry representatives a complete description of the total package
contract and procurement concept. The briefing was followed by a
public announceweant irvitiag applications by January 1966 from those
‘applicants who were interested in undertaking contract definition
gstudies. Ultimetely, a sivgle contractor wonld he 2hcsen to
design, ccenstruct, and deliver the FOLS, Applications wzre received
frem twelve companies of which seven were feund to be untgualified

or later uvithdrew. Througk a Regnest for Proposals (RFF) which was

issued on 1 Aprll 1966, the five remaining companies, all of which

posaeased established shipbuilding capabilities, were given further

decails oa the ¥DLS and asked to submit their finsl proposals for

pacticipation in the program. Two ccmpanies, Tedd and Bethlehen
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Steel, nltimately withdrew and the three remaining firme, Litton,
Lockheed, and General Dynaéics were avarded definition contracts on
29 July 1966,

With the awarding of the definition contracts in July 1966,
Concept Formulation was compdieted, and Contract Definition, Part
Iwo of the three-part FDLS procurement program began. The

objectives of Contruct Definitlon were to provide:

Efficlent FDL ship design based upon the prescribed
nission.

Guaranteeablz performance specificatiouns.

Identification of risk areas and their possible
impact on system effectiveness,

Firm production schedules and costs.

Precise definition of ceontractor-governmant
interfaces and responsibilities.l

The definition contracts awarded to Litton, Lockheed, and Ceneral
Dvnamics provided government funds to these companies to pay for the
regearch and design efforts which would be required. The contracts
wers to terminute in six sonths (January 1967) at which time the
three companies were required to submit their FDLS total package
proposala. With the subnission of gll proposals on 31 January 19467,
an extensive evaluation was commenced by RADM Sonenshein and his
FDLS Project Office. To insure that 8 somnrehensive esvaluation was
vondvcted, experty from various Army Commands, Naval Systewrs Commands,
MSTS (now MSC), and the Maritime Administration participated in the

’:eview effoxr with RADM Sonennzin's staff. Upon complerion of this

review, part two of the three-part procuremeat program was to
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terminate with the gward of a single contract to the company whose
FDLS design was evaluated the best in miscion effevtiveness and the
lowest in anticipated system life cycle cost. This actien would
also signal the beginning of the Third and final step in the three-
part procuremesnt program--'Total package procurement’. Cne
contractor would then build all the programmed FDLS's to a specific
design over a pericd of several years, and deliﬁer them in
accoxdance with apecific schedules and at fixed pricee.ls
On 20 July 1967, tbe DOD publicly announced that ;he RFP sub-
mitted by Litton had been accepted as superior in all resvects.
Had the steps which were to follow gone according to plan, Litten
would then have been awarded a contract to build 30 FDLS's. One
step did not go according to plan, however--Congress refused to
authorize funding in the FY 1968 militaz§ budget for the FDLS. A

total package contract was never awarded to Lirton or any other

contractor.
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Taylor and KReaz, p. 32.
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Ibid., p. 587,

Ibid.

Department. of the Navy Headquarters Naval Material Commsnd,
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CHAPTER IV

FORMAL DEFEAT OF THE ¥DLS

CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON THE ¥Y 1968 MILITARY PROCHREMENT

PROGRAM

During March aud April 1967, while the three RiP's vere being
Teviewed and evaluated, routine Congressional hearing w-:re conductad
on FY 1968 appropriations for the procurement of ms1itar ' hardware
and weapons systems, Included in the DOD progurément veuests for
FY 1968 was the new FDLS project. It bore little rese . tnce to
the FY 1966 FDLS project and represented the DOD sup;:.x ¢f con-
clusions and racommendations made in the extensive seals 1 zcnceptual
studiea that had been completed. In addition, Congrei¢< =3 formelly
introduced, at this time, to the DOD plans to procure me T weapons
gystems through the new total package contract conecepf. luricg
part of his extenelve festimony on 13 March 1967 bafore ti?\ﬂ&use
Armed Services C&mmittee, the SECNAV succinetly deecrilhd e new
progcurement concept and DOD plans for the TDLS project 1 ta=z
following words:

Tuese proposale [the three RFP's] were receivor
on Jancary 31, 1967, and a perjod of intensive
evaluation is now underway whieh will ultimetel -
lead to the selection of the final contractox.
-Contingent upon Coagressicasl npproval, we will
be ready to award a 3 year, multi-year, firved-
price, or fixed-price-incentive fee contract

by Juue 1967. A request for five FDL's is

inciuded in the Previcdents iscal vear 1968
nudget. Theae f£ive, topether with the tuo
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authorized in fiszcal year 1964, would comprize
the first ship incrament of the multi~ysar plan.
We intend to request 12 more FBL's in 1969, a&d
1l 1in fiscal y=ar 1270 for a total of 30. . .

During the two months of Congressiopal heariangs on the FY 196§
FDLS project, bitter debate was generated by many factions who
opposed it. Few top leaders in the executive and military branches
of governuent were not summoned to teatify about conceptusl and
managerial aspects of the project; and to respond to streauocus
arguments againat it which were posed by the shipbuilding industry,
by lakor, by shipping arnd maritime interests, and by many Senstors
and Congressmen. These debates were well publicized through the
newg media end industrial and military journals.

Upon completion of the hearings and their internal deliberatiosns,
the Congress dealt a lethal blow to the FDLS. Firs:, the House
Cormitter on srmed Services, in its May 2, 1967 renort on the FY 1968
military procurement bill, recommended the approval of only two of
the five IDLS's thé; DOR had requested (thus authorizing a8 total of
four--the two previously authorized Iin FY 1966 plus two in FY 1963).
Second, the House dashed all hope for @ multi-year contract by golng
on reéord in their report that: “The comamittes . . .does not commit
itaclf to approval of the 3C-shin pz::'ap;t:e.m.“2

Following the House action. the Sénaue Afméd Sarvices Committes
sealed the FDLS Iate by recommeading not opl; the eatire deletion of
the ¥Y 1963 FOLS from the pio&urement Li1l, but also 8 rescinder of

the F{ 1966 aurhorization and appropriatien for the twe wziginally

approved FOLS's. Tn viecw of the differences tetueen the House wand
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Senate recommendaticris, the mea: .ve was referred co 2 joint conference

comrittea. The Senats reccmaendations vrevailed in the conference
commiztee resuiting in the éliminatiou of all FDLS authorizations
and eppropristions.

ﬁlthevgh the DOD knew of the Congressional setbuck in May 1967,
it was decided nonetheless to complete the review of the RF¥P’s
which had been gsubmitted by Litton, Lockheed, and General Dynamics.
It can be concluded from this decision that the DOD did not consider
the FDLS s dend 1esue at that time, but hoped that Congress would
vacongider the project in it's FY 19€9 military procurement hearings.
Thug, the award of & contract tc Litton for construction of the FDLS
was enticipated and implicit in the July 1967 announcement of

gselection of that company'’s XFP,

CONGRESSTONAL ACTIONS ON DOD ATTEMPTS TO .
PROCURE THE FDLS IM FY 1962 AND 1570

After the Congressional rebuff of the FDLS duraung the FY 1968
budger hearings, the project did not by any means enter é state of
Iixbo. From May 1967 until the spring of 1968, the DOD and Navy
Department busilly regrouped and made preparations to sell the
-progran to Congress when the FY 1969 budget would be submitted.
During this period, numerous articles were published in militery
and trade journais both in support of and oppesitiocn to the project.

When the Ty 1569 military budget‘was pubmitted to Congyess in

the »pring of 1958, it included a reguest for $183.6 million to
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build four of a proposed cluss of 30 FDLS's. Overall lifetime coat
of the program was expacted to exceed $2 billion. Frocurement was
to be through the same total packsge contract concept that DOD had
proposed in the FY 1968 hearings. It was evident from the debates
which followed in Congiess that the opponents of the ¥DLS had alse
regrcuped after the XY 1968 heariigs, and had made extensive pre~
parations to defeat the program. After many heatad exchanges, the
oppénents emerged the vietors. Congressional sction on the FY 1969
request was the same as on the previous year's request. One curious
difference existed, however: the House Armed Services Committee
recomasended cancellation of the FY 1969 FDL3 request while the
Senats Armad Services Committee voted fo approve it. This was a
conplete reversal of the two committees' attitudes and recommen~
dations of the previous year, Again, dus to committee differences,
the bill was referred to a joint conference commitiee. Here the
results were the game as in FY 1968--the compromise bill showed
deletion of the ¥DLS. Of particular siguificance to wmilitary
planners wus the following statement published in the conference

cormittee repoxrt:

. « .The conferces after extendad discussion
agrzed that wiille theze were nany reasons
why this program should be gupported, ths
lack of immedlacy of the peed for thesc
vepgela in the light of the current fiscal
slituation dictated that they should be
elininatad from the program, without pre-
judice, this year,
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Fcliowing this second rebuff of the FULS, the Navy demonstrated
it's belief that the program was finally dead, first, by rlosing it's
FDOLS Project Mansger's office on 30 June 19693 and then by submitting
it's FY 1970 budget proposale tc DOD without an FOLS funding request.
SECDEF refused to glve up, however, and ineisted that the Navf
inserr e scaled-down FDLS prograr in it's FY 1970 "Shipbuilding and
Conversion” request. Jn response to SECDEF's direction, the Navy
included a.request for $186.f million to nuild three FDLS's—~the
first increment of a 15-ship (vice 30) FDLS fleet, The’requesa
suffered the same fate as those submitted for FY 1968 and 1969.

It was deleted from the Senate version of the Defense ?rocﬁzement
Bill, and never appeared in the version which was presented to the
House., The House Armed Services Commithee did, however, express
concurrence with the deletion action tzken by the Senats,

These Gongressional actions on the FY 1970 military budget
signalled the final defeat of the FDLS. It was not mentioned ig
FY 1971 or subsequent budget requests submittad by the DOD or the

Navy.
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House, H.R. 9240, p. 388.

US Coogrees, House, Commitiee of Armed Serxvicer, Authorisging

Defense Procurement and Research and Development, Report No. 221

(May 2,
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1967), pp. 8~9 (herecafter referred to as 'House, Report No.

US Congress, Confarence Committees, 1968, Authorizing

Appropriations for Military Procuremant, Ragearch and Devélopment,

Fiscal Year 1969, and Reserve Strength, Conference Report, House

Report No. 1863 (Septembar 5, 1968), p. 6.
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CAUSES OF DEFEAT

In spite of the wmilitary requirement for a fleet of 30 FDLS's
which was established by tha JCS and strongly supported by the
President, the DOD, and all the military services, the project
failed to sucvive the Congress. The implicetions of that fallure
te the devalopment and purauwit of future national aud miiitary
strategies are indeed significant. In order to understand the full
range of these implications, the factors and forces which caused

the defeat must be reviewed and analyzed.

e om e i Tt s i, Pt AN B N LG8 e s . mtm, Bt et

OVERALL GOALS OF THE ¥FDLS PROJECT

In addition to the primarv cbjectives of obtaining a high-speed
military sealift force, the DOD and Navy Department openly expressed J
confidence that four significant side-effecte would result from {
approval of the planned FDLS project:

The US shipbuilding industry and mercbant
marine would be revitalized.

The average cost of ships would be reduced
through the series production cf large
nuwbers of ships under the totel package
procurement concept.

Maintenance, logistics, manning, training,
and & host of aupport problems inherent in
wulti~contract ship procurement proczdures
wuuld be vastly reduced by standardizing a
class of ship and it's machinery conponents.
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Industry would become intimately involved in

the design and preparation of contract plans

and specifications of ships--a responsibility
always held by the Naval Ships System Command
(previously the Bureau of Ships).

The declining state of the US shipbuilding industry has been
analyzed snd documented in many sources. The House went on record
recognizing this problem in their report on the FY 1968 military
procurement decisions. It stated that:

« « « The Committee on Armed Services is fully
aware of the necessity for improving our ship-
building capability. The Commiitee is also
fully asware of the deplorable condition of the
American Merchant Marine. . . .

. + » The Committee, . .1s also aware of the fact
that our Navy shipyards are badly in need of
extensive modernization. These shipyards are
vital to our security and are indispensable,
not only for battle repalr, and overhaul, but
also as a yardstick to determine fair pricin§
of ship construction costs in private yards.

In their testimony before the House Committee on Armed Services,
DOD and Navy officials pointed out the dramatic increases in pro-
ductivity and decreases in costs which had heen attalned by Japanese
and Swedish shipyarde throuzh extensive modernization and the adoption
of nodern production techniques., Proponents of the FDLE expectad
that the winner of the multi-yesr contract would find it economically
advantsgeous to invest in the contruction of an entirely new and
ttodern shipyard which employed the more productive techniques. If
not feaslbie to builld an cntirely new shipyard, it was felt that

extenaive modernization of an existing one would also prove profitable,

Once built or modernized, these yards could build cheaper and more
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competitive shivs for the US merchant fleet as well as for the mili-
tary. The validity of the DOD and Navy prediction of this FDLS side~
effect was borne out vhen RFP's were submitted by the final three
competitors. Two planned to build entirely new yvards if awarded
the contract, and the third to extensively modernize an existing
factlity,>

The second side~effect anticipated, that of lower average cost
of ghips, was estimaved by RADM Sonenshein to represent savings of
up to 30% in the ¥DLS project.4 The Admiral's estimate was backed
by extensive analyses which compared total overall costs of total
package versus conventional procurement of small annual lots of two
ships.

In discussing the cost reductions which could be realized fronm
standaxdization, RADM Sonenshein pointed out that the Navy's frag-
mented demands for ships had led to costly shipbuilding praciices
and a proliferation of logistic support prbblems. Between 1951 and
1963, 109 new missile and ASW ships had been deliverad to the Navy.
Those ships were of geven different types and had been constrected
by nine different companies and three public shipyards under 53
different contracts. No shipyard had built more than four ships
under a single contract.s Procurement and distribution of repalr
parts for these ships continues to be extremely costly in money and
time. ‘In addition, the prcblems of traiaing maintenance perscnnel
aind of carrying out effective waintenance practices were increasea

by proliferation of different rypes of auxiliary and compounent

33

- - wornd

S v




equipments within similar type ships. Undgr the FDLS program, the
Admiral estimated that a minimum of 35% and clogse to 100% intre-
clasy standerdigation would be achieved as compared with 29% ir the
then new (1967) DDG-2 class of guided missile destroyer.6

By iuvolving industxy to a much greater degree in ship design
efforta, the Navy felt that a broad range of new disciplines would
evolve within industzy. With a greater expertise provided by these
dlsciplines, a fully intergrated military/industrial team would
result which could jointly address the analytical, design, management,
engineering and production aspects cf any proposed weapons system.7

Thege four expected side-effects which were part and parcel of

the FDLS program produced counter side-effects which contributed

directly to the defeat of the proji.t,

OPEOSITION BY THE SHIPBUTLDING INDUSTRY

While some of the strongest opposition to the FDLS project

" centered on its probabla adverse impact on the American Shipbuilding

Industry, Congressmen and others not directly involved in the industry
were the loudest in voicing this oppesition. Since approximately B0Z
of American shipbuilders' business is directly or indirectiy sponsozed
by the DOD, if follows thet the industry would be reluctant to gpeak
ont vocifarously in opposition to the FDLS project. Those that did
speak, ont, howevar, made their arguments pointed and clear.

Cne nf the strongest objecticns rafgsed was that the Contrset

Definfrvion procedure offerad distipat advantages to the azerospacs
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iadustrr gince they were experienced in and geared to prefabrication
proceduras, modular comstruction concepts, and assembly liue pro-
ducticn merhods. The two major shipbuilding companies, Todd and
Bethlehem Steel, used thiz as their argument for dropping out of the
bidding during the FNLS contract Definition phase.-

Another opposition view was voicezd by a spokesman for the small
shipbuilders, Senator Ellender (D., La.). He viewed the total
package concept of ship procurement and the opportunity for the laxge
multi-_'ulp contractor to modernize his shipyard as a direct blow at
the smaller shipyards.

Tn general, thz established shipbuilders oppos=d ths FDLS project
bocause of unacceptable high cost and risks. They appeared particu-
larly apprehensive over a project which wae vulnerable to early
termination by Congress. /

LOD and Navy testimony in Congress attempted to reverse the
‘opposition voiced by the shipbuilders but was unsuccessfﬁi. Magazine
and trade journal articles written in support of the project were
equaliy ineffective. The opposition frem Iandustry remained strong
during the 1967-1969 6gngressional hearings and acquired active
supporters in labor groups in the Congraess, and even within the Vavy

Department.
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OPPOSTIION BY MARITIME CROUPS

The major objection to the FDLS wnich was srgued by American

naxitime groups was that the ships would be used for peacetime
point-to-point shipment of military carg» in direct competition

with the Merchant Mardne. This wview was shared by many in the

. shipbuilding industry, in the shipping companies, in the labor

unions, and in the Congress.

The expression of this view through an extremely strong
Congressional lobby became so intense that SECDEF, in testimony
before the House Committee on Armed Services, stated that:

+ « « L am perfactly prepared to have this
written into the law if the committee choosas,
that we will not use those sghips in point-to-

roint sexrvice in peaceetime.

The opposition was not swayed by the SECDEF's assurances.

It

argued, for example, that the administration of whi¢h the SECDEF was

currently a member, could not bind any future administration regecd-

ing the employment of FDLS's any mocre than onz Congress sould commit

succeeding Congresses to support a given policy.

Another argument left the DOD utterly without counter-argument;

After the three FFD's which had been anchered in Subic Bay were

unlcaded in Southeast Asia in 1964, they were immediately put inte

point-to-point service as cargo vessels,

The gttitudes of the Marltive groups was succintly expressed by

Ealph E. Casey, President of the Am.ricaa Herchant Marine Institute

and former eaployee of the General Accountiny 2ffica (GAD) when he

testifled iu 1367 before the House Commitles on Armed Services.
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rebuffing the SECDEF's assurances that FDLS's would not be usad on

point-to~-point missions, he stated that:
« « » I can well envisage some future perivd of
tenporary or parmanent peace when the imcumbent
Comptroller General, noting the billions expended
to construct and operaie these prepositioned
floating warehouses, will submit to the Congress
a report polnting up the anomalous situation
created by the chartering and use of commercial
veggels for milikary cargo when these vastly
expangive supply shipe continue floating aim-
lessly abeut.9 ' :

Other arguments voiced by the .'aritime groupe included concern
that funds spent on tl: FDLS project would result in a reduction of
aubsidies for merchant ship construction; rhat funds should be gspent
on building a lavge new merchant marine instead of the FDLS since
merchant ships can support strategic sealift requirements; and that
the FDLS' project was d power grab intended to drive both unions and
private Indusiry cut of military shipping.

In splte of extensive counter-arguments and assurances given in

-tegtimony before both Armed Services Committees of Congress by the

SECDEF, SECKAV, CNO, and other proponents of the FDLS, the views

held by the Maritime groups persisted and strongly influenced the
Congrsgs., The strength of that influence was manifested in House
Report No, 522 on the FY 1970 budget when the House Armed Sexrvice
Committee want on recdrd atating that one of 1ts reasons for opposing
thé LS was, V. . . The ceuxiitee has not been convinced that these
shipa will not be used in competition with our private werchant marine.
It 13 egsential that the merchant msvin: be rejuvenated and not further

exuded by Depcrtment nf Defense acclons."10
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OPPOSITION WITHIN THE NAVY

While therz i1s no indication that anyone in the Navy ﬁepartment
disagreed with the strategic coucepts embodied in the FDLS project,
there was strong iuternal oppositicn to two elements of the total
package procurement process. The first and mosi serious objection
was voiced within the Bureau of Ships (BUSHIPS) over Concept Formu-
lation and Contvact Definition. The implementation of these processes
would shift primexy reﬁponsibility for ship design from BUSHIPS to
civilian contractors--a prospect which had no appeal to the corps of
military and civilian naval architects and marine engineers who
staffed the Bureau. This issue became so strong and emotion-filled
that in October 1965, the incumbent Chief of the Bureau of Ships and
his deputy resigned their positions and retired from the Navyy. Both
officers acknowledged publicly thai their decision to resign was
infiuenced by the shift in ship design responsibility from the Navy
to civilian contractors.ll

The second objection to the FDLS voiced within the Navy
Department concerned funding of the project. The coastruction of
new warships and the conversion of e%isting ones was then aud
continues teday to be accompliched through funds approved in the
Navy's "Shipbuilding and Conversion, NAVY (SCN)™ budget., The
argument against FDLS funding was that the project was includad
within tﬁe SCN budget aand weculd, therefore, compete for high priority
ship conatruction dollars. Proponents of this argument poiated

cut that the FDLS represented a support elemeat for an Arny require~

Y
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ment, and that it had been budgered and requested by the Navy only
becuuse sealift was an overall Navy responsibility. The problem was
one of pridrities. Navy budgetesrs found it in;ongruous to categor-
ize the FOLS project with new construction progcams for aircraft
carriers, submarines, and guided~missile ships. Theref;re, the
Navy'’s position was that furdicg of the FDLS projszct should be.

geparate and distinct from the Navy's SCN budget,

OPPOSITION WITHIN CONGPR™ 3

The groups opposing the fDLS project found many supporters in
Congress. The shipbuilders, shipowners, merchant marine, and labor
unions wexe particularly effaective im racruiting influencial members
of the Armed Services and Appropriations Committees to support their
arguments against it. In additién to this lobby-gzenerated Congres-
sional opposition, other opposing arguments were generated directly
within the Congrems. The open expression of oppositiou by the
Congrens first hegen in Maxch 2967 during ihe ¥Y 1968 mistitery pro—
curzment hezrvings, And incressed iw intizgisy and scope until the
prodece was formally disspprovesd in 1969,

The strongest avd most offective po}itical argum;nt against
the FDLY was expressed by vheose Congressmen who 34w it 23 a system
which trould expand Presidentisl powwera. Proponents of this view
saw ithe YULS agz a vehicle which weold make fv e&siﬁr for the
¥resident to iryolwe the Unlisf Wiates in forcign military ventures

without lesiriative consent. O of ¢ho most Jdelermined advorates
b3
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of pressrving tha ability of Congress to exercise its constitutional
authority over US foreign involvement was Senator Richard Rugsell
(D., GA.). As chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, his
20 March 1967 committee report on the FY 1968 military budget clearly
revealed his pcsition and influence on the FDL5 concept., In addition
to expressing concern over the high cecst (over $1 billion) of the
project, and the need to provide antisubmarine and anrtiaircraft
esvort protection for FDLS'a, the report stated:

+ + .Beyond the cogt, the committee is concerned

about the creation of an impression that the

United States has assumed the function of polic~

ing the world and that it can be thought to be

at least considering intervention in any kind

of strife or commotion occuring in any nations

of the world.. Moreover, if our involvement in

forelgn conflicts can be made quicker and

eagler, there is the temptation to intervene

in many situations.

It was in this report that the Senate not only disapproved the
FY 1969 FDLS funding request, but recommended diversion of approved
FY 1966 funds to other Navy ship construction programs.

Cost of the FDLS project was unother major eriticism voiced by
both Bouses of Congress. To a legislative group who was bacoming
increasingly sensitive to military expenditures necessitated by the
war in Vietnam, a new unproved program thut would cost over $1 billion
was certain to ralse congressional concern., In 1963, critics were
quick to point out that FDLS contract definition had already cost
over $17 million and not a single keel had been laid devn. A care-

ful cost analysis wus conducted by the Coagress vwhich impacted

heavily on the multi-year feature of the ¥DLS preoject. Cougress
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wag accustomed to addressing single~year procurement programs and
wag, therefore, reluctant to authoriee sn initial ipstallment of
FOLS's for fear they would become obligated to continue the program
in later vears. Sepator Mausfield (D., MONT.) descrited the initial
FDLS increment as typical of those "foot-in-the-door things which
require car2ful scrutiny."13

Some cost-~comscious shipping snd maritime groups charged that
the ?DLS would compete with private werchant ghipping for available
federel funds. Others were convinced that {f the money requested
for the ¥DLS project &as invested in the mexchant marine, a large
fleet of f£sst modern ships could be produced which could perform
the FDLS miseion. Specifin propesais were made by the shipping
induetry which would have assigned merchaat ships to the FDLS role.
Among those were the "Lighter-Aboard Ship (LASH)", and The “Sza
Barge". DOD pointed out fatal flaws in these proposals but not
2ffectivaly enough to save the IDLS.

¥inally, an analysis of the acrimonious dialogue expressed
during many of the Corgrasasional hearings and conteined in numerons
public articles written by opposents of the ¥DLS, iadicate that &t
leart to some extent, the project suifersd setbacks From perawnal

antagonism directed against Secretary McNamara and his entourage of

"hiz Lid" anclysts. Many people, in and out of governuwent, disliked

the innovative 200 mepszzvent techniques or simply rzsenied Mr.
McHawarse ‘s asuthoritarizan munner and the yayz that he changed the

cuatoeavy way of doing tiimgs. Since My, Mellswars was clserly
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. was sgccustomed to addressing single~year procurenment prograzs and

was, therefore, reluctant to authorize an initial installment of
FDLS's for fear they would becume obligated to continue the program
in later years. Senato: Mansfield (D., MONT.) describad the initial
FDLS fnremen: as typ.cal of those "foot-in-tha-dcor things which
require careful acrutiny."l3

Some cost-ctnsclous shipping and maritime groups charged that
the FDLS would sompete with private merchant shipping for avallable
federal funds. Others were convinced that if the money requested
for the FDLS projfect was invested in the merchant marine, a large
fleet of fast modern shipa could be produced which could perform
the FDLS miszsion. Specific proposals were made by the shipping
industry which would have assigned mexchant ships to the FDLS role.
" Among those were the "Lighter-—Aboard Ship (LASH)Y, and The "Sea
Barge”. DOD pointed out fatal flaws in these proposals but not
effectively enough to save the FDLS. )

Fiuslly, an analysis of the acrimonious dialogue expressed
during many of the Coagressional hearings 2nd contained in numerous
public articles wcitten by opponents of the FDLS, indicate that at

least o some extent, the project suffered setbacks from personal

antagonism dixected against Sec.etary McNamsra and his entourage of

“"whiz Kid" analysts. M“any people, in and out of goverament, disliked

the innovative DOD management teéhniques or sinmply resented Mr.
MeNamara'’s authoritarian manner and the ways that he changed the

custopary way of doing thiope. Since Mr. McNamara was clearly
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identified with the FDLS project, those who opposed him were relent-
less aud oftien bitter in personul criticism of him and the FDLS.

A vivid exampla of the disparaging manner in which the SECDEF was
linked with the ¥DLS was the veference by Mr, Joseph Curran,
Pregident of the National Maritime Union and Chairman of the AFL-

CIO Maritime Committee, to FDLS's as "McNamara's floating Edsels, "

SUﬂMARY OF PRESSURES WHICH DEFEATED THE FDLS

Zhere 1s no one factor which can be identified as singularly
responsible for the defeat of the FDLS. The numerous arguments in
opposition to it and the ability of opposition groups to organize

on pommon ground combined to create what Senator Russell described
as "an exercige in futility.”

A sunmary of major factors and pressures which contributed to
the defeat of the TDLS is as follows:

Many xembers of Congress felt that the preposi-
tioning of military equipment in FDLS's would
inhibit Gongressionsl ability to exercise its
constitutlonal authority over US milicary
invosvements. With the FDLS, a President acting
in his capacity as Commander in Chief of the
Arxred Forces, would have the ability to involve
the US in another Vietnam-iypa conflict without
the knowledge or consent ~f the Congiroes,

Many Congressional, shipping, and labor groups
saw the FDLS as & direct peacetims competitor
with the merchant marine for cargo arnd funds.

Congress was repulsad by the subnizsion of an

enormously expensive end unproved progiam at

a time when it was attempting to reduce costs,
boleter the econony, and support a burgeoning

nilitavy and dollsr commitment in Vietnam. In
a scnse, the FDLS £all vietim to a struggle of
fivgcal wriocrcities.
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Hany egtablished and respected shipbuilding
companies refused to accept the viability of
the management and procurement innovations
vhich were associated with the ¥DLS; or to
give credence to the revitalization the project
would allegedly give to the industyy and to the
uerchant marine,

Many groups representing a cross section of
governnent, industry, &nd labor believed that
mexrchant ships could carry out the FDLS mission,
and, thersfore, that a large new US merchant
fleet should be funded and constructed instead
of the FDLS.

Strong traditionalist groups in and out of the
vavy felt that ship design and procurement
functions should remain in the Navy Department
and not become responsibilities of industry.
These same groups also believed that other vitel
Navy SCN programs would be cut back or posgsibly
deleted because of the large slice of 5CN funding
which would have to be obligated to the FDLS,

An influential group of Individuals were opposed
to Secretary MclHamara's policies and methods and
would have actively opposed almost any program
he authored. 1In short, the FDLS became a
MoNamara whipping boy.

LESSONS LEARNED

While a multitude of lessons learmed can be gleanad from a
case study analysis of the FDLS, two stand out to this writer as

primery and all encompassing:

Planners who develop a new weapons system to
support a military strategy must filrst be
asgured that the military strategy is fully
understood and supported by Congress. In
particular, fallure to recognize a strategy
which could thrzaten the role that Congress
plays in foreign affairs will result in
digaster for the planner,
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Effective planners and sduinistrators uare not
expected t5 uvppose changes in managewent, pro-
curement, and production techniques that wall
result in & better product at a cheaper price.
Hewaver, &n ultra~ambitious program which is
replete with innevaticns, requires rapid
impiemencacion. and impacis adversely as well
as favorably on its interested parties, must
be csrefully analyzed to determine how best
to pursue it, The Total Package Procurement
Concept failed 1 *he case of the ¥DL3, but
through slower and less consplcucus efforts,
it bus since been implemented in the procure-
ment of three new classes of Navy ships.
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CHAPTER VI

THE FUTURE OF STRATEGIC SEALIFT

CURRENT SEALIFT IMPROVEMENY PROGRAMS

Since the defeat of the FDLS, one new tollow-on program has
been sponsorad by the DOD for procurement of strategic sealift
regources, This program is still active, but it's proponents are
not overly optimistic about it's probability of success. Maay of
the arguments which were volczd against the FDLS are being heaxd
again. Under this program, 10 ships of a new type called "Multi-
Purpose Ships (MPS)" would be built with private funds.  Once
built they would be operated by the MSC and used exclusively for
military cargo under a long~tern guarantee charter with the owners.
The ships would be much smaller thsn the FDLS but possess many of
the design features desirable for the handling of strategic military
cargos. These include sulstantial bulk cargo stowage, roll-on roll-
off capability, a stern vamp and four sideports, contziner stowage
space, and a stern helo platform.1

With an expacted cost exceeding $300 million for the 10 MPS's,
an cpposition group has surfaced which echoes the familiar “competi-
tion with the merchant marine' argument:

With so much meney ianvested iu their ships the
admirals won't be able to let them just sit
around walricg for a contingency to arlse ox

gsail them arcund on trxaining exercises., They'll
have to use them.?
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The level end intensity of the opposition to this progrsm was
vividly exemplified in July 1971 when Mr. Andrew E. Gibsou, Assiatant
Secretary of Comserce fox Meritime Affairs testified before the
House Merchant Marine Cummittee. When asked what impace the MPS aund
it's opmrational concept would have on & commercial fleet that is
depending cn military freight for 30 to 40 percent of it's cargo,

Mr. Gibson replied, "I think it'd be disastrous.™

The cpposition notwithstending, DOD and the Army and Navy are
actively searching for ways to salve the arguments and push the MPS
forward to acquisition. OCongress has, however, failed as yet to
enact the guarantee charter legislation necessary to start the
program moving.

In addition to tnis effort to stremgthen the MSC through

acquisicion of the MPS, active efforts have been underxway sivce

1970 to revitalize the US Mexchant Marine. In QOctober 1970, Congress

\
supported Preaident Nixon's major new progzram which is designed to

provide vp to 300 wodern new merchaat ships over a 10 year period.
While this progrem is moving forward, it is doing zo very siowly.
A large segment of the new ships will probably be of the container
type ox the barge cavrying 'Lighter sbcard Ship (LASH)" &1 ..
These ships will offer better capabilities for Hondling military
cargos than conventional type merxchant ships, but they will not
posgess +the oversll load capacicvy v flexibility of loading which

is congidered peceszary In a viable sirateglic sealift fleet.
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE NIXON DOCTRINE

The Nixon Doctrine, us announced in July 1969 by the President,
and later clarified in has November 1969 addres:z to the Nation
states that:

The US will honor ita treaty commitments.
The US will provide a shield if a nuclear
power threatens the freedom of a nation
tvhoge survival is considered vital to US
security. ’

The US shall loock to the friendly nation
who pecomes threatened with conventional
force to assume the primary responsibility
of providing manpower forx it's defeunse.

Also explicit in the Doctrine is the "1 1/2 war" sfrategy under
which the US will maintain in peacetime the genercl purpose forces
recessary for simultuneously mecting a major Communist sttack in
eithexr Europe or Asia, and assisting allies against non-Chinese
tireats in Asia; and contending with a contingency elsewhers. In
defining the conditions under which US general purpose forces would
be 50 uszed, the President stated that:

. » « a direct combat role for US genersl pur-
pnse forces arises primarily when insurgency
has shoded irto external aggression or when
there 1s an overt conventional attack. In such
rases, we shall v "gh ocur interestaz aud our
commitments, and we shall copsider the efforts
of our sllies, in determining our response,
In short, the Nixen Doctrine signifies a lower profile and less

involverent by US military forces abroad and & concommltant reduction

in expenditnres of wmanpever and money for defease purposes. These
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aspects of the Doctrine have positive appesl to a public and a
Congreass who are disenchanted with the political motives and the
=z08t8 Ilpcurred in American lives and dollars of tue Vietnem warx.
For some mlilitary planners, however, the Doctrine cannot be
viewed without a degree of apprehension on one point--the possible
commitment of wajor US forces, under the Doctrine, to participate
in & conventional war overseas, particularly in Asia. These planners
will have recogaized the one basic assumption inherent in the
Doctrine which will be the key to it's success or failure: that a
strategic werning period will exist prior to the coammencement of
hostilities abroad in which US forces will be committed.
The valldity of this assumption is particularly significant to
Army ond Marine Corps planners, and has a direct bearing on stratepic
mobility, or more specirically, to strateglc prepositioning and
sealift,
With respect to Asia, military logic indicates that:
1f the assumption 1s valid, our present and
planned sealift resources, although short in
nurbers, capability, and flexibility, rcould
probably be mustered to deploy our land forees,
thelr equipment, and a logistics chain, timely
enough to offer those lavd forces some prob-
ability of succesz in g military operation.
1f the assumption is not valld, then present
and plauned seallft recourcas cannot deploy our
land forces, their equivment, and 2 logistics
chain irn sutficient tire to offer those land
forcey any probsbility of snceess in a military
operztion; e€xcent through extended and costly

confrootacion with &n enemy who has initial
contrel of the batilefield.
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dith respect to Europe, military logic indicates that whether
the stated assumpflon 4is valld or not, our_pteeently deployed/forces,
prepopitioned stocks, military assistence anticipated from NATO
partners, and avaiiable sealift resources, would be adequate to
offer our lend forces some probability of success in s military‘
operation of short duration; and doubtful probability of success
if of long duratio- .

It ia likely that th;mstrategic military plauner will find
himself truly in a dilemma., His belief in the Nixon Doctrine, it's
strategy, and in the validity of the assumption on strategic
warning would be reinforced by such statements as, ". . . as far
as Asia is concerned, it is not likely that we will deploy major
ground fordes on the mainland of Asia again soon,"‘yhichkwas maéé
by Under Secretéry of State for Political Affairs, U. Alexis Jochnsen,
to the student body of the US Army War College, Class of 1970. . At
the same time, however, our apprehensive planner might feel less
confident by recurring thoughts of the unyredictability of the
enemy; and by reading articles such as the f£ollowing which was
written by the well-known military analyst, Georgé Ylelding Eliot:

+ + o the long term effect of the strategy
of protraction on American domestic opinion
has certainly commended itself to Communist
leaders as worth enother try.

For the next round, which shall presently
confront us somewhere In this troubled and

vulnerable world, we shall have to rely at
© the outset cn military rather than politlcal
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sophistication. Get there fast has been our
tactical name of the gama in Vietnam. - Get there
faster will be the strategical name of the game
the next time the whistle blows. Or eise. The
baelc aim of the strategy of protracted war
being to gain time, we shell have to make early
use of air supericrity, atrategic mobility and
superior armement Eo gain military and psycho-
logical advantege.

THE FUTURE?

An inventory conducted in 1972‘of us strategic sealift resources
quickly reveals that no capability exists for a truly rapid oversens
deployment of major combatant equipment. In addition, the current
assets of our major sources of sealift--MSC, the merchant marine,
and the National Defense Reserve Fleet--ave generally superannuated
and dimluishing in sumbers each year as worn out ships are retirid
to the scrap heap. A re-vitalized merchant marine pregram is in
being, but the nunbers and types of shiba planned will not produce
a viable natioral rapid sealiit capability.

The present mood of Congress towards acquisition of a rapid
sealift capability coupled with pressures to direct federal funds
sway from military and towards domestic programs, indicate that
U8 strategic mobility will remain at it's precent level of
capebility, at least for the forzeeable future.

Under theee consiraints, it appears to this writer that the
US Army should exert raxiuum inflaence and pressuce té revitalize,

expand, and employ the FFD concept, particularly in Asia. Once i{n
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being, il would appear prudrnt to réetein that capability ontil such

time a5 a viable rapid seallic foarce has been acquired, or until it

hae been confirmed thac un apprehenuions oc doubts exist regarding

the validity of che asuumption “hat the Ul will enicy adequate X
strategic warniag prior to the commiencenint of overseas hostilities

in which U5 forces will be ocommitred. !

‘ BN L. JON
3 ‘ Y. st
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CHAPTER VI
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